




















= OTHER STRATEGIES =

statutory rights. The exception (double majority) accomplishes
the same end for typically small scale annexations or unoccu-
pied property by requiring written approval by over 59 percent
of registered voters and 50 percent of property owners.

County staff will continue to be available for annex-
ation discussions. The County will continue to provide written
annexation information. County staff will continue to work with
annexing jurisdictions to assure adequacy and accuracy of
information provided unincorporated residents.”

As long as state policy continues to favor full service
cities as the providers of municipal or urban services, Washing-
ton County expects to maintain this neutral stance. Therefore,
with respect to future annexations, the Board of Commissioners

will attempt to assure that, in general:

m All municipal service studies reflect a rational, new

boundary.

® Existing communities or neighborhoods are addressed

as a whole in order to maximize community identity.

m Direct or indirect impacts to existing associated local
governments (special service districts, schools, etc.) are

considered.

B Annexing jurisdictions have identified the level of
urban-type service to be provided and can demonstrate the

financial capacity to provide them.

With the advent of Ballot Measure 5, the present policy
of neutrality regarding annexations will be maintained with one
exception. Notwithstanding the aforementioned criteria,
annexations that pose a threat of significant financial impact
on Washington County’s capacity to fund and maintain
current service levels may be opposed by the County.

It is important to note that while the County maintains
the neutral stance of “let the resident decide”, the lack of
annexation may, in the long term, significantly impact the
infrastructure of the affected communities. The lack of services
which are typically provided by cities in urban areas, but are not
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currently being provided by the County®, coupled with popula-
tion growth and development density, and the inevitable aging
of structures, could potentially result in alesser quality of life for
all concerned.

Therefore, it is important to consider the potential
concerns our community may face if voters continue to reject

annexation/incorporation while, at the same time, choosing not

to fund — through special districts or user fees — some “Recognizing that
necessary city-type services. .
In light of this concern, the County is committed to resident interest is a

providing information to the public about annexation and L
incorporation. Moreover, it will maintain the following service 2 element to
strategies until annexation/incorporation takes place or the state .
. . . . annexation, the
changes its laws and requirements regarding annexation:

m Continue the Enhanced Sheriff Patrol District in the County has taken a

foreseeable future. ) .
policy position of
B Strive to fund the Urban Road Maintenance District.

4

m Continue a minimum funding of land use planning aggressive neutr al-

services.

ity’ with regard to

Detailed information regarding the County’s policies . »
annexation.

on annexation, the potential impacts of the state legislature on
current annexation laws, and a wide range of demographics are
available in a document entitled, “Municipal Services White
Paper”, published in March, 1993 by the Washington County
Administrative Office.

Additionally, ar the time of the printing of this docu-
ment, the County was still analyzing the impacts of, and its
response to, Senate Bill 122, which requires additional coordi-

nation regarding annexation/incorporation issues among mu-

nicipal service providers. That coordination, which is to be
facilitated by counties, will result, next year, in a formal Urban |

Services Plan.

8 These types of services include more than base levels of code
enforcement and land use planning, as well as local street
maintenance, parks and recreation, community and neighbor-
hood events, sidewalk/bikepath construction and maintenance,
and neighborhood beautification.
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“The Plan creates
the foundation for
the County to de-
velop and reward
quality leadership
at all levels of the
organization, as
well as top-level
customer and em-

ployee relations.”

OTHER STRATEGIES

INTERNAL ORGANIZATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Since the adoption of the original County 2000 Plan in
1986, the County has made significant strides in the area of
internal organizational development. Based upon its philosophy
that a fully-supported and empowered work force will dramat-
ically impact the County’s ability to achieve its vision and
mission, the County has developed a comprehensive strategic
plan for organizational development.

The Plan implements the County’s strong belief that
the talent, creativity, sensitivity and professionalism of its
employees is the key to developing an efficient, effective, and
responsive organization. Furthermore, the Plan emphasizes
Washington County’s commitment to celebrating and develop-
ing the diverse backgrounds, life experiences and special abil-
ities that employees bring to the work place.

To that end, the Plan provides a foundation and a
framework for the County as it continues to build on and
strengthen systems, programs and educatjonal efforts to develop
employee empowerment, innovation, teamwork and risk-tak-
ing. Likewise, the Plan creates the foundation for the County to
develop and reward quality leadership at all levels of the
organization, as well as top-level customer and employee
relations.

Perhaps, most significantly, the Plan speaks to the
honor and value of public service as a profession. The employees
who work for Washington County choose to do so because this
community and its citizens are important to them. This Plan for
organizational development enables the County’s employees to
understand and reach the levels of professionalism, competen-
¢y, and commitment that must be in place as Washington County
carries out the responsibilities entrusted to it, not only by the
residents who live in our community today, but by the future
generations to come.

The County’s organizational development strategy is
composed of three main sections, including Leadership, Human
Resources Management Planning and Management Practices:

Leadership

® The Leadership section focuses on the organization’s
values and mission, as well as identification of its goals
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and objectives. It addresses the value and responsibility of
public service as a profession and the ethical standards

that accompany those responsibilities.
Human Resources Management Plan

B The Human Resources Management Plan focuses on
supporting and empowering the individual employee and
the organization through a wide range of systems and
supports to improve the work environment, promote staff
development, and ensure fair and equitable treatment.

Management Practices

® Management Practices focus on policy development
and communication, organizational structure, goal setting
and performance evaluation. This section also emphasizes
developing ethical and responsive customer service

approaches.
Within these three areas, the County has completed or
is developing a wide range of systems and programs, including:
B A Classification and Compensation Study.
® A New Employee Orientation Program.
B A Supervisor Training Program.
m An Employee Assistance Program.

® A Comprehensive Employee Training and Education
Program.

B Cultural Diversity Training.

B Implementation of Programs and Strategies pertaining
to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).

B A new Performance Evaluation System.
B An Employee Relations Committee.
B Wellness and Safety Programs.

B A Dependent Care Assistance Plan.
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® An Employee Recognition Program.

B Specific Strategies for Internal Communications,
including an employee newsletter, department newsletters,

and other information dissemination tools.
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FiscaL Years 1992-93 THrouaH 1996-97

The finance plan described below represents two key
funding elements of the County 2000 Plan.

First, in accordance with County 2000 policies, the
Resource Allocation Strategy essentially describes the method
used to determine how the various types of County services are
to be prioritized, and subsequently, how they are to be funded.

As aresult of the passage of Measure 5, and in the event
that reductions in County services are necessary, the second key
element of the County 2000 Finance Plan is the Resource
Reduction Strategy. The Strategy, should its use become
necessary, establishes a well-planned, orderly approach to the
reduction in services.

An important underlying principle inherent in the
philosophy of the Resource Reduction Strategy is that spe-
cific plans for reducing services and expenditures will be
addressed and implemented before additional revenue sources

are sought.

Resource Allocation Strategy

The County 2000 Plan has established a service deliv-
ery philosophy that distinguishes between municipal services
(benefiting specific sub-areas and groups within the County)
and services of countywide benefit (i.e., those services utilized
by the broad spectrum of County residents). According to
County 2000, services of countywide benefit are to be funded by
a broad based revenue structure, such as countywide property
taxes and other general purpose revenues. Municipal (city-type)
services are to be funded by cities, geographically limited
special districts, or user fees.

With regard to the funding of services of countywide
benefit, further distinctions are made. The first is a differenti-
ation between those countywide services that are to be funded
primarily by the General Fund and those countywide services
that are to be funded primarily by special revenue funds (i.e.,
State-shared revenue, user fees, taxes) or other funding mech-
anisms. The following lists identify the countywide services
that fall into these two categories:
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“According to Coun-
ty 2000, services of
countywide benefit
are to be funded by a
broad based revenue
structure, such as
countywide property
taxes and other
general purpose
revenues. Municipal
(city-type) services
are to funded by
cities, geographical-
ly limited special
districts and user

fees.”
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(A) General Fund (B) Special Fund

® Public Safety (Sheriff, ® Community Corrections
District Attorney, Juvenile,

Base Patrol, Jail) ® Land Use, Housing, and

Transportation (includes

m Support Services (Fi- Land Development, Roads,
nance, Personnel, Assess- Maintenance and New
ment and Taxation, etc.) Construction, Transporta-

tion Planning, Engineering,
Community Development,
Housing Services, etc.)

m Some Health and Human
Services (Public Health,
Veterans Services, etc.)

® Mental Health, Children

& Non Operating (Insurance and Youth Services

Funds, Contingency,
Capital Projects, etc.) B Aging Services

m Land Use and Transporta- & Dog Control

tion (Planning, S , etc. ) .
ion (Planning, Survey, etc.) = Cooperative Library

m Culture, Education, and Services
Recreation (Parks, Museum,

Agriculture, etc.) ® Fairplex

® General Government
(Board of Commissioners,
County Administrator,
Auditor, County Counsel,
etc.)

Secondly, a distinction is made between those General
Fund supported countywide services (category A) that, to the
extent additional resources are available, are slated for growth
in General Fund (i.e., the base and discretionary revenue)
support, and those that will receive constant or decreasing
General Fund support.

For the first five years of the Plan (Fiscal Year (FY)
1986-87 through FY 1991-92), public safety and justice pro-
grams (excluding Sheriff’s patrol) were slated — due to commu-
nity sentiment and the public’s health, safety and welfare — to
receive additional General Fund support. For the second five
year period (FY 1992-93 through FY 1996-97), if any additional
General Fund dollars are available, priority will be given to:

a) funding Health and Human Services programs, and

b) strategic investments in the Public Safety and Justice

system to remedy any imbalances in that system.
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The remaining countywide services will receive steady
or decreasing General Fund support. Most of these latter
services (principally certain surveying and planning programs,
and certain educational and recreational programs) will contin-
ue to be funded primarily by dedicated revenue sources. The
County will not be the provider of last resort for these services.
(Please refer to the section entitled “Fundamental Principles
and Priorities for Service Delivery” on page 4.)

Funding for service level commitments for the first five
years of County 2000 was the new tax base approved by voters
in 1986. As a consequence of the passage of Measure 5, the 1986
tax base had to be stretched to cover the 1992-93 and 1993-94
fiscal years and will continue to have to be stretched for future
fiscal years, or possibly, until a new state and local government
financing mechanism is put into place in Oregon.

Depending on what changes are made in Oregon’s state
and local government financing systems in Fiscal Year 1994-95,
the County may need to seek a new tax base.

Further, if no changes are made in Oregon’s state and
local financing systems, the County will likely experience
serious resource reductions, even if a new tax base is obtained.

In the event of areduction in resources, the County will
be guided by the resource reduction strategy that follows.

Resource Reduction Strategy

The potential components of any resource reduction
strategy are essentially the same for all local governments. The
differences come in how these components are structured in any
particular jurisdiction (i.e., what happens first, what programs,
if any, are exempt from reductions, etc.). These components

include:

m Distinguishing between high priority and lower priority
programs.

® Incremental expenditure cuts.
B Major program cuts.
m Across-the-board cuts in funding.

® Implementation of new revenue sources.
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The County’s approach to structuring the components
of a resource reduction strategy is set forth below.

1. General Philosophy

To the extent possible, across-the-board re-
ductions in expenditures will be avoided. Reductions
will be made on a case-by-case basis, focusing partic-
ularly (though not exclusively) on each individual
program or service. Maintaining a highly professional
and efficient service delivery system is of foremost
importance to the County. Thus, if it becomes neces-
sary to make significant service level reductions, the
goal will be to reduce the quantity of a service provided
rather than the quality of service (i.e., limit the number
of recipients of a service, rather than the quality of
service provided to the remaining recipients). As an
example of the latter goal, the County might limit the
types of offenders supervised by Parole and Probation
Officers, rather than dilute the level of supervision
provided all offender categories.

Also, it does not necessarily make sense to
fund current operations at the expense of long-term
capital or planning programs. Consequently, every
effort will be made to continue capital and planning
programs geared to meeting the County’s long-term

needs.

2. Resource Reduction Priorities

Generally, the County will respond to major
resource reductions in accordance with the priorities
set forth below. In implementing the actions set forth
in these priority categories, the County will proceed as
follows: First, the actions described in Category 1 will
be implemented. If that proves sufficient to deal with
the revenue shortfall, then no further action will be
taken. If that proves insufficient, then the County will
proceed to Category 2. Only if those actions prove
insufficient to deal with the problem will the County
proceed to Category 3, and so on to each succeeding
priority category.
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Description

Initial Actions

Elimination of General Fund “block grant”
support for outside agencies that are not
funded by a dedicated revenue source and
not controlled by the Board of Commis-
sioners will be proposed by the Budget
Officer (County Administrator).® This
refers to funding of outside agencies whose
programs the County has determined would
not be provided directly by the County, if
the outside agency currently providing the
program did not exist. If it is decided that
this service would be provided directly by
the County, then the County will under-
take its normal evaluation process to de-
termine whether this service would be
most efficiently carried out in-house or
contracted out, and, if contracting is
deemed most appropriate, a contract will
be established for services. For those
programs that fall into this latter category,
their treatment under any expenditure re-
duction scenario will be in accordance
with where they fall in terms of general
County 2000 priorities (i.e., Public Safety
and Justice, Health and Human Services,
etc.).

Moderate service level reductions will be
proposed on a case-by-case basis. These
service level reductions will focus first on
reducing the additional general fund sup-
port provided to the different areas of
County government (i.e., Public Safety
and Justice, Health and Human Services,
General Government, etc.) since the in-

9See attached Program Evaluation Criteria (Appendix A)
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“If no changes are
made in Oregon's
state and local fi-
nancing systems, the
County will likely
experience serious
resource reductions,
even if a new tax

base is obtained.”
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“If it becomes
necessary to make
significant service

level reductions,
the goal will be to
reduce the quantity
of service provided

rather than the

quality of service.”
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ception of County 2000. However, this
does not mean that the exact positions or
programs added since 1986 will be elimi-
nated, nor does it mean that each Depart-
ment in an area will receive a reduction
proportional to their prior increases. In-
stead, reductions will be made in such a
way as to attempt to ensure balanced ser-

vice delivery systems in those areas.

Intermediate Actions (to be considered only

ifinitial actions prove insufficient)

3 Major new sources of discretionary reve-
nue will be proposed (such as a County
sales tax or business occupation tax) and/
ordedicated revenue sources that the Coun-
ty has the authority to undedicate will be
proposed for reallocation (such as Hotel/
Motel tax). This process will be conduct-
ed with extensive public participation.

4 Major program reductions will be pro-
posed in general accordance with County
2000 priorities.’ These reductions will

fall into two general categories:

First, are program reductions that will be
proposed in response to a reduction in
County discretionary revenue. In this
case, program reductions will be made by
service area in the following order:

1Generally, the use of discretionary revenues to back-fill the
loss of State-shared revenues for those programs for which the
state has primary responsibility will not be proposed. Excep-
tions may be made on a case-by-case basis, focusing primarily
on those programs that are part of a service delivery system for
which the County has primary responsibility.
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a) Culture, Education and
Recreation, base level of Sheriff’s
Patrol, and certain Planning and

Survey programs.

b) Health and Human Services and
Public Safety and Justice (excluding
base level sheriff patrol).

Second, there are program reductions
that will be made in response to
significant reductions in State-shared
revenues'' for programs that are
primarily the State’s responsibility. In
this case, the County will consider
returning responsibility to the State for
operating those programs. In deter-
mining which programs will be returned
to State control, first priority will be
given to those programs that are part of
a service delivery system for which the
State has primary responsibility (such
as Aging Services). In the case of those
State-funded programs which are part
of service delivery systems for which
the County has primary responsibility
(i.e., Community Corrections), the
County will evaluate the impact on the
rest of that service delivery system of
returning responsibility to the State.

UState-shared revenues are funds that come to the County from
the State, either as dedicated funding for specific programs or
as discretionary revenues from miscellaneous state taxes (i.e.,
liguor and cigarette taxes).
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Extreme Actions (to be considered only

as alast resort)

5 A reduced County work week will be
proposed to achieve salary cost savings.

6 Failing sufficient combined revenue and
expenditure changes to balance the bud-
get and maintain an adequate service
level for State-mandated programs, the
County will need to take the necessary
steps leading to obtaining protection
from debt and obligations through au-
thorized restructuring.
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ProGram EvaLuaTioN CRITERIA

Assumptions

Property tax revenues should be considered alast resort
funding alternative. Given limited resources, including but not
limited to property tax revenues, programs will be necessarily
prioritized. Specific formulas, however, are not appropriate as

they are too complex and too easily outdated.

I. Philosophy

A. A public need exists if it is an issue of one of the

following:
1. Community safety, health, or welfare.
2. Public information and/or coordination.

3. Quality of life, i.e., those services which
appear to be in need although the need may
not be quantified.

B. Service is appropriately provided by County
government if one of the following conditions can be met:

1. Not duplicated by other public or private
providers.

2. Strongly mandated.
3. Requires countywide coordination.
4. Is indeed controllable by the County.

5. County is the most cost-effective

provider.

C. There must be a direct relationship between who
benefits and who pays, i.e., it is not necessary for services
to be equally available, however, those benefited by a
special service should pay for it. When there is no direct
relationship between who benefits and who pays, there
must be an overriding issue of community health, safety,

or welfare.
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II. Administration

All programs passed to this level of analysis are subject
to agreement by the Board of Commissioners on the following

conditions:

A. The Board of Commissioners determines service
level and conditions. The Board will determine how to

provide those services.

B. The program must be adaptable to the following

evaluation criteria:

1. Control
a. Program boards, commissions,
committees, etc. will be appointed
by the Board of Commissioners.
b. Policies for programs will be
established by the Board of Commis-
sioners.
c. Employees (for boards, commis-
sions, committees, etc.) will be sub-
ject to the same appointment process
as all other County employees.
d. The Board of Commissioners must
have the ability to determine service

levels.

2. Funding
a. Available funding must be identi-
fied prior to program implementa-
tion.
b. Programs reliant upon “outside”
funding must have a stable funding
commitment or identified comple-
tion date.

3. Measurability
a. Programs will include an evalua-
tion component to include measure
of accountability, efficiency, and
effectiveness.

56 COUNTY 2000 STRATEGIC PLAN




= APPENDIX A [

WasHINGTOoN CounTy PROGRAM EVALUATION

Service to be Evaluated

I. Criteria

A. Public need exists.

1. Does a public need exist?

2. If so, under what criteria does this service

qualify?
a. Community safety, health, wel-
fare.
b. Public information/coordination.
c. Quality of life.

(If a public need exists, proceed to Section B.)

B. Service is most appropriately provided by County

government.
1. Is this service duplicated by other public/
private providers?
2. If yes, who potentially could provide this
service?
3. Please evaluate each of these organiza-
tions’ ability, interest, and potential to pro-
vide this service.
4. Based upon the evaluation in number three
above, which providers other than the County
are serious potential providers?
5. Please explain why other potential provid-
ers identified in number three should not be
considered at this point.
6. Is the service strongly mandated?
7. Does the service require countywide coor-
dination such that the County is the only
logical agency to provide the service? If yes,
please explain.
8. Is the service indeed controllable by the
County and is this an overriding reason for the
County to provide the service?
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9. Is the County the most cost-effective
provider? Please explain and discuss the
cost comparison with any providers identified
as having serious potential in number five
above.

10. The County is considered the most appro-
priate provider if no other provider has
serious potential to provide the service or if
one of the other questions in this section is
answered affirmatively. Based upon this
guideline, is the County the most appropriate
provider, or should other options be explored?

C. Direct relationship between who benefits and who
pays.
1. Is there a direct relationship between who
benefits and who pays for this service? Please
explain.
2. What steps could be taken to develop a
direct relationship (i.e., change service popu-
lation, establish user fees, reorganize)?
3. If there is no direct relationship between
who benefits and who pays, is there any
overriding issue of community health, safety,

or welfare? If yes, please explain.
I1. Summary
A. Does a public need exist?

B. Is the service most appropriately provided by Coun-
ty government?

C. Is there a direct relationship between who benefits
and who pays?

D. Are there other options to be considered?
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County 2000 EvoLuTioNARY MILESTONES

® 1986: Adoption of Initial County 2000 Plan
m Functional Area Strategies
m Executive Summary

m First Finance Plan
m July, 1990: First County 2000 Update
m July, 1991: Beginning of Second Update
m Fall, 1991: First Draft of Updated Plan

m Winter, 1991: Workshop with Departmental Leadership
(Second Draft Written)

® January, 1992: First Focus Group Meeting

® January, 1992: Planning Session with Board of
Commissioners and Strategic Planning Consultant

m Spring, 1992: Third Draft Written
m Summer, 1992: Plan for Extensive Citizen Involvement

m Fall, 1992: 400 Draft Documents and Surveys Sent to
Public

m Fall, 1992: Four Public Hearings Held

® January, 1993: Summary of Public Input Submitted to
Board

m February, 1993: Board Direction to Write Final Draft
| August, 1993: Final Draft to Board for Final Review
m November, 1993: Final Draft Completed

® January, 1994: Final Draft Adopted by the Board of

Commissioners
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